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Advantages

and

disadvantages

of

integrating

Specific Learning

Disabled and Seriously Behaviorally Disabled students into the regular
classroom were studied.

The integration process relied on collaboration

between regular and special education staff.

Results showed integrated

instruction to be a viable option to the traditional "pull-out" model.

The

"pull-out" model should remain an instructional option for students who
cannot function
Procedural

in an integrated setting.

Manual

is included

as

a

collaborative education for this population.

An Integrated Instruction

reference

tool

for

developing
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 197.5, Public Law
94-142, mandates that all handicapped children be educated in the least
restrictive environment (LRE) to the maximum extent appropriate.

The

enactment of Public Law 94-142 changed the momentum of special
education from

placements outside of the regular school program to

placements within the "mainstream."
Traditionally, students qualified as Specific Learning Disabled (SLD) or
SeriouslY, Behaviorally Disabled (SBD) with mild academic or behavioral
handicaps have received special education services in the Learning Resource
Center (LRC), or "pull-out" model.

The "pull-out" model consists of

students leaving the regular classroom and spending a portion of their school
day in another classroom specifically designed to provide small group or
individual instruction by a special education teacher.
A more recent approach to educating mild SLD and SBD students is
the Integrated Instruction (I.I.) model.

This model focuses on servicing

special education students in the regular classroom.

In this paper, the

author presents a procedural manual developed to implement the I.I. model
at the elementary school level.

This manual will serve as a reference to

those individuals who want to develop a collaborative approach to teaching
mildly handicapped students in the regular classroom.
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Problem Statement
Currently, the "pull-out," or LRC model is widely used to service
SLD/SBD students in elementary schools.

The problem is that the LRC

model does not utilize "mainstreaming" to the maximum extent appropriate.
Although the LRC model provides for mainstreaming of SLD/SBD students
into the regular classroom, it does not ensure collaboration between regular
and special education teachers.

Collaboration means that there is an

integration of regular and special education teachers working together to
achieve mutual academic and behavioral goals for their students.

The purpose is to develop an I.I. Procedural Manual for use at the
elementary building level.

This procedural manual will capitalize on an

approach which utilizes a collaborative instructional effort between regular
'
and special education teachers in the least restrictive environment. The
development of the manual will outline the preparation needed to initiate
the model, the procedures for actual implementation, and a survey to
evaluate the effectiveness of the I.I. model in the elementary school.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided for certain words and phrases to
delineate their meaning as they are used in this paper. This is done to avoid
possible confusion or misunderstanding of terms.
Integrated Instruction (I.I.)
According to Matthew Westby, Tacoma School District psychologist
(personal

communication,

May

7,

1990),

LI.

involves

an

integrated

curriculum and instruction such that students can progress satisfactorily
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within a heterogeneous group (e.g., ability, ethnic, sex), with teachers
complementing each other's skills in meeting students' needs.
Learning Resource Center (LRC)
According to the Tacoma Public Schools Parent's Handbook for Special
Education Services in Tacoma Public Schools (1988), LRC is defined as a
program serving mildly handicapped students who are primarily in regular
education.
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)
According

to

WAC 392-171-471 (State of

Washington Rules &

Regulations for Programs Providing Services to Children with Handicapping
Conditions, 1988):
The placement and provision of services to each handicapped
student shall be in his or her least restrictive environment as
'

)

follows:

(1) Educational setting -- Each handicapped student

shall be placed: (a) In the regular educational environment with
nonhandicapped students to the maximum extent appropriate to
his or her needs, unless it can be demonstrated by the school
district that the nature or severity of the student's disability is
such that his or her education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary

aids

and

services

cannot

be

achieved

satisfactorily; and (b) In the school which he or she would attend
if not

handicapped, unless his or her individual education

program requires some other arrangement.

If some other

arrangement is required, the student shall be placed in the
appropriate educational program that is as close to the student's
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home as is reasonably possible.

(2) Nonacademic settings --

Each handicapped student shall be provided nonacademic and
extracurricular services and activities conducted by the school
district (e.g., meals, recess, recreation, athletics, counseling,
transportation, student club activities, etc.) with nonhandicapped
students to the maximum extent appropriate to the needs of the
student.
Mainstreaming
According

to Herbert J.

Grossman (1983), mainstreaming is a

colloquial term used by educators to refer to the integration of handicapped
children into regular classes for part or all of the school day.
Regular Education/Special Education Initiative (RE/SEI)
A~cording to the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities
(1986a; 1 986b):
The Regular Education/Special Education Initiative is a system
of integrated planning, delivery, and evaluation of the effects of
services to all students.

Such a concept would require an

integrated system of management, combining regular education,
including its varied dimensions, and special education, under the
cooperative efforts of regular and special educators, school
administrators,

teacher

administrators

of

certification

teacher

boards,

preparation

planners

programs

in

and
the

ins ti tut ions of higher education, and the regular and special
education professional and advocacy organizations.

In no way

does the definition of RE/SEI suggest diminution of services to
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students adjudged handicapped and eligible for special education
services under Public Law 94-142.
Seriously Behaviorally Disabled (SBD)
According

to

WAC 392-171-386 (State of

Washington Rules &:

Regulations ••. , 1988):
(1) Seriously

behaviorally disabled

students

are

those who

exhibit one or more of the following characteristics over a long
period of time and to a marked degree, which adversely affects
their own educational performance:

(a) An inability to learn

which cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory or health
factors;

(b) An

interpersonal

inability

to

relationships

build
with

or

maintain
peers

and

satisfactory
teachers;

(c), Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal

circumstances; (d) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or
depression; or (e) A tendency to develop physical symptoms or
fears associated with personal or school problems. (2) The term
includes students who are schizophrenic or autistic.

The term

does not include students who are socially maladjusted unless it
is determined that they are also seriously behaviorally disabled.
Students

whose primary disability is identified in another

handicapping category do not qualify as seriously behaviorally
disabled.
Special Education
According

to

WAC

Regulations ••• , 1988):

392-171-31.5 (State of

Washington Rules &:

6

Special education means specially designed instruction, at no
cost to the parents or the student, to meet the unique needs,
abilities, and limitations of a handicapped student, including
classroom and itinerant instruction, instruction in physical
education, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and
institutions. The term includes communication disorder services,
physical and occupational therapy, orientation and mobility
instruction, and audiology.

The term also includes career

development and vocational education if either consists of
specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parents or the
student, to meet the unique needs of a handicapped student.
Specific Learning Disability (SLD)
A~cording to WAC 392-171-406 (State of Washington Rules and
Regulations ... , 1988):
Specific Learning Disability is a disorder in one or more of the
basic psychological processes involved in understanding or using
spoken or written language resulting from perceptual-motor
handicaps.

Such disorder may include problems in visual and

auditory perception and integration which may manifest itself in
an impaired ability to think, speak or communicate clearly, read
with comprehension, write legibly and with meaning, spell
accurately, and perform mathematical calculations, including
those involving reading.

The presence of a specific learning

disability is indicated by near-average, average, or above-
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average

intellectual

ability,

but

nonetheless

the

student

demonstrates significant performance deficits in one or more of
the following academic achievement areas: (1) Oral expression;
(2) Listening comprehension; (3) Written expression; (4) Basic
reading

skill;

(5) Reading

comprehension;

(6) Mathematics

calculations; and (7) Mathematics reasoning; providing that such
a performance deficit canot be explained by visual or hearing
problems, motor handicaps, mental retardation, a behavioral
disability,

or

disadvantage.

an

environmental,

cultural,

or

economic

A specific learning disability includes conditions

described as perceptual handicap, minimal brain dysfunction,
dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Advantages of Integrated Instruction
A review of the literature indicates several advantages of the Regular
Education/Special Education Initiative (RE/SEI), with

implications for

change in program models for mildly handicapped students.

This section

addresses some of the advantages of the I.I. model and implications for
change.
Over the past several years, research data, literature positions, public
officials and professionals within the field of education have been concerned
with the delivery of services to students with learning problems.

The

RE/SEI is being advanced by the federal government and colleagues in
education to create fundamental changes in the way in which mildly to
moderately handicapped students and other special-needs students are
educated.

The changes being proposed by the initiative are encompassed

within the definition of RE/SEI, which has been previously stated.
The

RE/SEI

is

extremely

broad,

and

much

continues

to

be

accomplished before such an initiative will be free of problems and
conflicts.
Although many advocates of the RE/SEI believe that the regular
education classrooms can be made effective for all students,
there have been no clear descriptions of the extent of the
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changes in regular education that will be re qui red to support
full-time mainstreaming (Baker & Zigmond, 1990, p • .51.5).
The initiative is being proposed in two parts.
The first part involves the joining of demonstrably effective
practices from special, compensatory, and general education to
establish a general education system that is more inclusive and
better serves all students, particularly those who require greater
than usual educational support. In the second part, the federal
government is called upon to collaborate with a number of states
and

local

school

districts

in

authorizing

and

supporting

experimental trials of integrated forms of education for students
who are currently segregated for services under separate,
spe,clal, and compensatory education programs (Reynolds, Wang
& Walberg, 1987, p. 394).

According to the second part of the initiative, time-limited "waivers" should
be issued to selected local education agencies within several states.

The

time-limited waivers would ensure that no categorical funding losses would
occur for the local education agencies during their trial periods of
developing more collaborative approaches to serving students with special
needs.
There are several proponents of the RE/SEI (Wang & Birch, 1984; Will,
1986; Reynolds,

1988).

Each of these supporters has his/her own

interpretation of what the RE/SEI entails, including the different structural
changes which need to occur in the whole educational system and the type
of population the RE/SEI will address.
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In response to the RE/SEI, the Association for Children wl th Learning
Disabilities (ACLD) (1986a; 1986b) stated "educational

programs for

students with learning disabilities would be more effective and efficient if
the various components of education, including special education, regular
education, therapies, supportive services, and parent involvement were
integrated, rather than planned and administrated separately" (p • .59).

The

ACLD continued by stressing the point that learning disabilities are real
handicaps, and students should be given the opportunity of the referralassessment-placement process if an integrated model does not work.
Presently, the RE/SEI is theoretically based and lacks procedural
strategies of how to manifest a positive unification. Some elements of the
RE/SEI that need further clarification include:
address~s; (b) who

is responsible for

(a) the population it

the education of

mainstreamed

students; and (c) who should control and manage the coordinated services
(Jenkins, Pious & Jewel, 1990).

The underlying intent of the RE/SEI is to

coordinate educational services for all students.

Careful analysis of the

RE/SEI must take place before a full-fledged change can occur within the
present educational system. Until then, individual efforts will continue to
be pursued to develop collaborative services within school districts with

support from local, state and federal educational agencies.
Advantages of Merging Special Education
and Regular Education
The advantages of merging special and regular education have been
discussed in the professional literature (Lipsky & Gartner, 1987; Stainback &
Stainback, 1984, 198.5; Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987).
include the following:

The advantages
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(a) all students could be approached as individuals and provided
educational programs and

related services

based

on their

educational profiles; (b) all school personnel would be brought
together into a more cohesive, integrated system of education;
(c) the resources and talents currently invested in the duplication
of services and classifying and labeling students could be used to
help make education more adaptive, individualized, and flexible
to the unique needs of all students; and (d) all students could
have their educational and related needs met in the mainstream
of regular education as a normal standard practice (Stainback &
Stainback, 1987a, p. 186).
In addition to these benefits, John Pearson, former Director of Special
Education for Tacoma Public Schools (personal communication, May 7, 1990)
'

expressed that by merging special education and regular education, teachers
would be able to receive assistance for a given student at the point of
referral instead of having to wait for a sometimes lengthy process of
assessment to take place. Further, the time, energy and money being used
on classifying students and keeping up the required paperwork for special
education could be channeled more efficiently to assist teachers and
students in the regular classroom.
Individual

efforts

to

combine

categorical

programs

of

special

education and Chapter One are taking place in the form of LI. programs in
the Tacoma School District.

Two of these I.L programs are initiating

change by modifying the educational programs at the building sites
(Matthew

Westby,

Tacoma

School

District

psychologist,

personal
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communication, May 7, 1990). This empowers building-level administrators
to combine appropriate professional resources for delivering effective,
coordinated services for special education and Chapter One students based
on individual educational needs (Stainback &. Stainback, 1987b).

LI.

programs of this type also exhaust available educational resources prior to
the option of making students eligible for special education {Matthew
Westby, Tacoma Public Schools psychologist, personal communication,
May 7, 1990).

Through the acquisition of collaborating services and

personnel, students are given the opportunity to progress within the regular
classroom as a standard, expected practice.
Conditions for a Successful Merger
As school districts develop collaborative service models and capitalize
on the , positive advantages of merging, conditions must be taken into
account for a successful merger. John Pearson, former Director of Special
Education for Tacoma Public Schools (personal communication, May 7,
1990), states four conditions for a successful merger:
1.

Students currently eligible for special education must continue
to receive the instructional and related services designed by
their individuaHzed educational program. These services can be
changed only by a program change involving both staff members
and parents (or adult student).

2.

Since students who are not categorized as special education
students do not generate special education monies, the office of
the Superintendent of Public Instruction must protect the special
education funding level of any district that chooses to deal with
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the learning problems of students without using the referralassessment-placement process.

In addition, the state office

would need to establish methods of documenting accountability
(waivers) that differ significantly from the existing Special
Education/Chapter One/Remedial Assistance program rules and
regulations.
3.

Successful merger depends on a general education program that
acknowledges the extreme differences among children; one that
fits a child's program to his/her unique abilities and needs
instead of attempting to fit the child to the school. If students
who function, for whatever reason, at a different level or rate
are to be successfully educated in a "unified" educational
system, their efforts must be encouraged and supported.

4.

Adequate staff development must be designed for the entire
special and general education staff.

This training should focus

on program design, adapting the learning environment for the
unique learning needs of the full range of students served and
role definition of the various team members involved.
Concerns About the "Pull-out" Model
The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law
94-142) mandates that all special education children be educated in the
least restrictive environment to the maximum extent appropriate. There is
a continuum of educational settings, ranging from most restrictive (hospitals
and institutions) to least restrictive (regular class placement with few or no
supportive services).
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The most prevalent special education placement today for mild SLD
and SBD students is the resource room, or "pull-out" model. Advocates of
the integrated model who view the regular classroom as the appropriate
placement for mildly handicapped students have many criticisms of the
"pull-out" model.

The "pull-out" model: (a) disrupts classroom instruction

(Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987); (b) absolves classroom teachers of
responsibility for instructing low-performing students (Pugach & Lilly,
1984); (c) attaches stigmas to the children who are pulled out (Will, 1986);
(d) fails to coordinate their instruction with the regular classroom (Johnston,
Allington &: Afflerbach, 1985; Haynes & Jenkins, 1986); and (e) does not
allow students to transfer many of the skills they have learned back Into the
regular program (Anderson-Inman, 1986).
In ~onjLD1ction with these criticisms, Matthew Westby, Tacoma School
District psychologist (personal communication, May 7, 1990), states students
in a "pull-out" model lose the opportlDlity to learn from their higherfunctioning peers, as well as the ability to learn and apply social skills.
Other concerns he addresses include lowering teacher expectations, the
isolation of teachers and the overidentification of handicapped students.
Aside from the above criticisms of the "pull-out," the strongest case
against special education outside the regular class for mildly handicapped
students is its lack of effectiveness. "Efficacy studies from the 1930s to
this day have consistently found that special classes are less effective or
show no advantage over regular classes" (Bilkin &: Zollers, 1986, p • .582).
However, it has been pointed out by Hallahan, Keller, McKinney, Lloyd and
Bryan (1988) that it is inappropriate to accept the validity of past efficacy
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studies. These authors stress that these efficacy studies lack methodology,
are old, and emphasize physical placements instead of practices within the
placements.
Instructional Approaches to Accommodate Diversity
in the Regular Classroom
The concerns of the "pull-out" model have caused the development of
alternative placement options, mainly an integrated approach.

The

integrated approach capitalizes on collaborative efforts of teachers to
instruct mildly handicapped students in the regular classroom. However, the
"pull-out" model is an appropriate placement for some mildly handicapped
students. There is no placement model to meet the needs of all students, so
it is important to consider multiple models in order to meet academic,
'

social and behavioral needs of this diverse population. Four such approaches
are discussed below.
Intervention Prior to Referral - - Prereferral School Teams
The special education referral process by multidisciplinary teams
within individual schools may

utilize the regular classroom teacher

ineffectively if the team members act only to assess and place students
(Bilkin & Zollers, 1986). Prereferral or teacher assistance teams avoid this
negative feeling by using a peer group problem solving process. The goal of
the model is to prevent inappropriate student placements in special
education and simultaneously to decrease future student referrals by
increasing the competencies of the regular classroom teacher.
"The team composition may vary but often includes a psychologist and
diagnostic teachers" (Bilken & Zollers, 1986, p. 582).

Regular education
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The

cooperative

learning method also allows special education

teachers to collaboratively team teach with regular teachers and contribute
their expertise in adapting instruction to individual needs to the class as a
whole (Bilken & Zollers, 1986).

Slavin (1989) also states that the regular

classroom can be designed to utilize cooperative learning methods to meet a
wide range of needs, as well as providing special services there instead of in
separate, "pull-out" models.
In a review of experimental research on cooperative learning methods,
Slavin (1989) found cooperative learning methods to have positive effects on
student achievement, time on task, race relations and self-esteem in urban
and rural schools, grades two to twelve (Hoben, 1980; Johnson & Johnson,
1980; Madden & Slavin, 1983; Bilken & Zollers, 1986). Cooperative learning
has been.shown to have positive achievement effects on high-, average- and
low-performing students (Slavin, 1989).

As an instructional approach, it

holds promising advantages to integrated settings within the educational
system.
Adapted Learning Environment Model
The Adapted Learning Environment Model (ALEM) developed by Wang
and Birdl (1984) is a model for mainstreaming which is most cited by the
advocates of the RE/SEL

This model is a research effort directed at

improving instruction in the regular education system. The intent of ALEM
is to provide an instructional model that will be effective across varying
degrees of student ability. This approach is a full-time integration model
for mildly handicapped students. The classes combine exploratory learning
and an individualized curriculum.

Special education teachers, aides and
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therapists work in the regular classroom (Bilken &: Zollers, 1986). Student
progress is ultimately the responsibility of the regular classroom teacher.
"Research has found ALEM to be successful on four key areas:

(1)

student achievement in basic skills; (2) student self-concept; (3) decreased
costs; and (4) more effective classroom practices (Bilken &: Zollers, 1986,
p • .583).

However, professional Ii terature has expressed concerns regarding

the above findings.

The ALEM model is scrutinized by researchers because

of the lack of validity that its studies indicate (Hallahan et al., 1988).
"There are still questions regarding ALEM's relative effectiveness across
subgroups of pupils, particularly pupils with problems" (Keogh, 1988, p. 21).
Further research is needed to reach conclusive and accurate findings of the
ALEM model.
Peer and Cross-age Tutoring
One effective means of meeting individual needs within the regular
classroom

is to develop a

(Lawrence, 1988).

peer and/or cross-age

tutoring program

Peer tutoring involves utilizing the same grade level

peers or peers from a higher grade level to assist students encountering
learning problems. When peer tutoring is combined with effective learning
and behavioral strategies, and is frequently monitored and supervised, it has
been found to be effective (Nevin &: Thousand, 1986).
It is important that general educators who implement tutoring

programs in the regular classroom for mainstreamed handicapped students
receive reinforcement and assistance from administrators and specialists in
preparing materials, training tutors and evaluating and redesigning programs
(Nevin &: Thousand, 1986). Peer tutoring programs have been used both at
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the elementary level and at the secondary level for arithmetic, spelling,
word recognition and social interactions (Nevin & Thousand, 1986).
Research Studies Supporting Integration
into the Regular Classroom Setting
The most important aspect of an I.I. model is not the setting itself, but
the instructional program used within the setting (Leinhardt & Pallay, 1982).
Comparisons of self-contained classrooms, resource rooms and regular
classrooms were conducted by Leinhardt and Pallay (1982) regarding their
effectiveness with special education student achievement. It was concluded
that the regular class placement, using the regular curriculum, was held to
be

most

beneficial

for

relatively high IQ (71

to

8.5) academically

handicapped students, whereas special classes were more appropriate for
low IQ , (below

71) students.

Other characteristics which influence

appropriate placement for individual students are behavioral needs, type of
learning disability, learning potential and motivation (Madden & Slavin,

1 983).
The University of Washington in Seattle and the Issaquah School
District of Washington state conducted a three-year study of their
integrated classroom model in comparison to the traditional resource room.
The integrated classroom model of Issaquah School District consisted of a
maximum of 24 caucasian, middle-class students, eight of whom were mildly
handicapped. The regular curriculum was used in this setting. The teachers
of these classrooms were special education certified.

Qualifications for

integrated classroom teachers included successful teaching experience,
ability

to

individualize

and

adapt

curriculum, behavior

management
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techniques, effective communication, classroom management skills and
flexibility.

Teacher assistants were also assigned to the integrated

classrooms according to need.

The results of the study included the

outcome of academic achievement of special education students and regular
education students and the analysis of cost effectiveness. It was found that
the integrated model is at least as effective academically as the resource
room and provides services in a less restrictive environment. Because of Its
design, this model automatically alleviated some concerns associated with
the "pull-out" model -- the scheduling frustrations, the coordination of
different curricula and the stigma of the students being pulled out (Affleck,
Madge, Adams &: Lowenbraun, 1988).
It was determined by the Issaquah School District that their Integrated
model was more cost-effective in staffing as their regular and special
programs interface. The results of the research indicated that the Issaquah
School District's integrated model was an efficient and effective alternative
model for their population, but should not be the only alternative model
available to mildly handicapped students (Affleck et al., 1988).
A study conducted by Calhoun and Elliott (1977) to evaluate the
impact of placement on academic achievement concluded a preference for
regular classroom placement.

For purposes of their study, a random

assignment of mainstreamed academically handicapped students were either
assigned to full-time special education classes or to regular classes.

The

students were assessed using the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) every
fall and spring for three years following placement in the different settings.
The longitudinal sample consisted of 50 educable mentally retarded and 50
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emotionally disturbed students. All the students were black. Teachers were
certified in special education and rotated each semester, alternating
between special and regular education classes.

Curricula were primarily

individualized instruction and used in both settings.

The post-testing

exhibited superior performance of the students placed ln the regular
classroom setting.

It is important to note the regular classroom was

designed to meet the needs of the mainstreamed students.
Leinhardt and Pallay (1982) compared the use of an Individualized
reading system in regular and special classrooms with low-achieving first
graders selected by the school psychologist. Findings of this study indicate
that

the

low-achieving

students

in

the

regular

classes

using

the

individualized reading system made significantly greater gains in reading
achieven;tent than did students in the special education classrooms.
Wang and Birch (1984) also conducted a comparison study of a
full-time mainstreaming program and the traditional resource room. Their
findings of an integrated approach showed favorable academic and social
effects when compared with the resource room students.
The findings of studies conducted by Calhoun and Elliott (1977),
Leinhardt and Pallay (1982) and Wang and Birch (1984) provide support for
the notion that regular classes designed to meet the needs of mainstreamed
students using individualized instruction
achievement.

significantly

impact

student

In conjunction with this, it is also suggested that there ls

some factor related to heterogeneous grouping that can enhance student
achievement when the regular class is sufficiently structured to meet the
needs of mainstreamed students.
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Disadvantages of Integrated Instruction
On the other side of the coin, there are opposing views of the RE/SEI

to be found in the literature. The proponents of the RE/SEI have made a
compelling case for the need to reform some aspects of special education
with respect to mildly handicapped students, but not all of the researchers
agree that the RE/SEI is necessarily the best solution.
Opposing Views of the RE/SEI
Basically, the initiative stresses making fundamental changes in the
way in which mildly to moderately handicapped students are educated.
Proponents of the initiative view the regular classroom as the appropriate
setting to educate this population.

As stated by McKinney and Hocutt

(1988), the RE/SEI "challenges the basic philosophy of special education by
recomm~nding the wholesale mainstreaming of mildly handicapped students
as well as students in programs designed for disadvantaged children" (p. 17).
In an opposing view, McKinney and Hocutt (1988) continue by expressing
that the RE/SEI "represents the first major change in special education
policy since PL 94-142, and therefore it requires more extensive analysis to
give the field some guidance and understanding" (p. 17). This general view is
shared by many opponents of the RE/SEI.
In a review of the RE/SEI, authors opposing the initiative (Kauffman,
Gerber &: Semmel, 1988; Keogh, 1988; McKinney &: Hocutt, 1988) find
several underlying assumptions which need addressing before educational
reform can take place. Kauffman, Gerber and Semmel (1988) dispute five
assumptions associated with the RE/SEL They are the following:
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1.

Students are not overidentified for special education, and the
gap between regular and special education is not widening.

2.

Student failure should not be attributed solely to shortcomings of
teachers.

3.

Teachers who are more competent do not necessarily have more
positive attitudes toward handicapped

or difficult-to-teach

students being placed in their classrooms, nor does school
reform/school improvement necessarily mean that dlfficul t-toteach

or

handicapped

students

will

be

instructed

more

effectively.
4.

Variability in student performance will increase, not decrease,
when the most effective instruction is provided for all students,
such that low-performing students will become more, rather
than less obvious, and their stigma will not be avoided.

5.

Teachers are always faced with the dilemma of maximizing
mean performance versus minimizing group variance, such that
protection

of

identifiable

resources

for

identifiable

low-

performing students is always necessary.
One
tremendous

common

thread

responsibility

within these arguable assumptions
placed

on

the

regular

classroom

is the
teacher.

McKinney and Hocutt (1988) express that the RE/SEI is primarily the work
of a small group of individuals interested in special education and the debate
is confined to this one entity of the educational field.

As stated by

McKinney and Hocutt (1988), "regular educators, who constitute the largest
single group to be affected by these proposals, have not had significant
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inp1i1t" (p. 1.5).

The successful implementation of the RE/SEI proposals is

reliant on the collaboration and support of regular educators.
The role that the regular educator plays in the initiative has been
repeated by the opponents. Keogh (1988) expresses that the present regular
education system is under attack by national reports because of its lack of
providing a quality education to "regular" pupils.

Keogh (1988) continues

with her opposing view that "it seems illogical for the regular system to
take on the responsibility of teaching 'all' students within the system,
especially those the regular system has already demonstrated it has failed"
(p. 20).

This view is shared by Bryan, Bay and Donahue (1988), who

emphasize that the handicapping condition, "learning disabled," is real and
demonstrates heterogeneity within itself.

Bryan et al. (1988) state "it is

unlikely, that classroom modifications alone, regardless of a teacher's
pedagogical skill, will suffice to meet complex needs of this population of
children" (p. 23).
The opponents of the initiative would support experimental efforts of
Integration as long as research Investigations continue.

They emphasize

continued research of the RE/SEI and its policy implications, exploration of
individual differences and the relationship between setting characteristics
and effective instructional methods.

Most importantly, they stress that

equity be guaranteed to all pupils who should have access to needed
services.
The opponents of the RE/SEI (Bryan, Bay & Donahue, 1988; McKinney
& Hocutt, 1988; Kauffman, Gerber & Semmel, 1988; Keogh, 1988) agree

with the broadly stated goals of the RE/SEI and the proposed "necessary
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restructuring" of our educational services. The opponents acknowledge the
need to strive forward and work toward better Integration and coordination
of services for mildly handicapped students, but stress that it needs to be
done cautiously, carefully and with considerable attention.

They concede

that reform is necessary, but it should be done with consideration to all the
varied dimensions of education and in the best interest of exceptional
children and their teachers.
Lack of Regular Educator Preparation for
Integrating Special-needs Students
Since the enactment of Public Law 94-142, the regular educator has
been involved in mainstreaming efforts of and for handicapped students.
Now, with the emergence of the proposals involved within the RE/SEI,
regular ~ducation teachers will need to take even more responsibility for
this population. The RE/SEI wants teachers to recognize that students have
varying degrees of abilities, and to be responsible to meet those needs.
Unfortunately, as stated by Stone and Brown (1986/1987), "professional skills
of the teacher are necessary for meeting the needs of the special learner
••• only a limited number of states require training in special education for
all elementary and secondary education majors" (p. 7). Ringlaben and Price
(1981) state that in the past, regular educators were not prepared to
implement a mainstreaming program in their classrooms. It appears evident
that increased teacher training in the area of special education is needed for
smooth collaboration and acceptance of special-needs students.

Stephens

and Braun (l 980) found that regular classroom teachers' willingness to
integrate exceptional students increased as the number of special education
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courses taken increased. Therefore, as more integration efforts take place
with regular and special education students in our school systems, future
teacher candidates need to be prepared.
Need for Communication and Planning Time
As regular and special education programs collaborate to meet the
needs of mildly handicapped students in the regular classroom setting,
communication is critical.
between

regular

and

As stated by Lawrence (1988), "communication

special

education

teachers

about

particularly

challenging students can substantially increase program effectiveness"
(p. 349). One serious disadvantage of I.I. is the lack of planning time. This
time is needed for both the regular and the special educator to share
knowledge about a student, to collaborate about academic tasks, lesson
plans a,nd behavior management programs, and to identify roles and
responsibilities of each teacher.
Within integrated school settings, "the need for planning time must be
a belief held by key school and district administrators" (Allington & Broikou,
1988, p. 808).

This is crucial for providing commitment and a stable

foundation on which to build a collaborative program. Integrated programs
cannot

be

implemented

communication.

and

expected

to

run

effectively

without

To whatever degree schools decide to integrate services,

they will need constant monitoring and adjustment to ensure a smooth
transition from traditional special education models for mildly handicapped
students.
Change is an ongoing process, and needs will arise which will be unique
to each elementary building. Adequate staff inservice, preparation and time
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to communicate are extremely important factors

to the success of

integrated programs.
Anticipated Difficulties of Integrated Instruction
As indicated in the professional literature, collaboration of services
has its advantages as well as disadvantages.

Matthew Westby, Tacoma

Public Schools psychologist (personal communication, May 7, 1990), states
six areas of anticipated difficulties when lmplementlng an I.I. model. They
are the following:

(a) space; (b) administrative support; (c) philosophically

different teaching styles; (d) staff's reluctance to change; (e) categorical
programs accountability needs; and (f) ability to meet the needs of a small
number of severely deficit resource room students.

These difficulties are

unique to two elementary schools in the Tacoma School District. They have
been ide,n tified through accumulated input by staff and administration at the
building and district levels.

The development of these two I.I. models are

evidence of a continued striving toward positive collaboration in the best
interest of all learners and educational personnel.

CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY
Study Population
The population addressed in the I. I. Procedural Manual (see Chapter 4)
are SLD and SBD students with mild academic handicaps.

Typically, this

population receives special education services in the LRC. These services
are specifically designed to deliver small group and/or individual instruction.
This population is in the mainstream, so the intent of the I.I. Procedural
Manual is to be utilized as one tool to inform other educators of the I.I.
program,- Literally speaking, it is a "how to" manual on the development of
a collaborative means of delivering special education services to SLD and
SBD students in the regular classroom.
Methodology
The successful completion of the I.I. Procedural Manual entailed an
accumulation and review of the literature. Secondly, practical information
was acquired through an interview process with John Pearson, former
Director of Special Education for Tacoma Public Schools and Matthew
Westby, elementary school psychologist for Tacoma Public Schools. During
the interview process, the following general topics were discussed:

(a) the

goal of I. I.; (b) the benefits of merging regular and special education;
(c) conditions for a successful merger; and (d) reasons to change from the
traditional "pull-out" model. In developing the components of the manual,
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the following personnel at Rogers Elementary School in the Tacoma School
District were consulted:

two special education teachers; three regular

education teachers; one principal; and one psychologist.

The following

components are included in the I.L Procedural Manual:
A.

Preface

B.

Introduction

C.

Rationale

D.

Statement of Philosophy

E.

Preparation of Staff Members

F.

Funding Options and Sources

G.

Scheduling

H.

Integrated Instruction Survey

I.

Methods of Assessment for Measuring Student Outcome

The final strand of information was acquired by the researcher through the
actual implementing of an I.I. program at the elementary school level.
Limitations of the Study
It is important to consider that the design of this I. L Procedural
Manual was limited to just one I.I. program at Rogers Elementary School in
the Tacoma School District.

The manual is also limited by the number of

people who were interviewed or consulted, as well as the components which
were determined most appropriate for this manual.

CHAPTER 4
INTEGRATED INSTRUCTION PROCEDURAL MANUAL
A. Preface
This Integrated Instruction (I.I.) Procedural Manual is designed for
educators who want to minimize the fragmentation of special education
services

to

mildly handicapped Specific Learning Disabled (SLD) and

Seriously Behaviorally Disabled (SBD) students.

The manual serves as a

reference to educators who want to implement an integrated program where
SLD and SBD students with mild academic handicaps can progress in the
'

regular classroom. This approach capitalizes on the coordinated efforts of
regular and special education teachers to meet the needs of the special
education population.
It is imperative to note, when implementing a program of this type,
that integration is an ongoing process. It is unrealistic to implement a new
program without constant monitoring. Needs will arise which will be unique
to each building site; therefore, adjustments and modifications will need to
be made accordingly.
This Integrated Instruction Procedural Manual will address the needed
preparation of staff members when implementing this model, the funding
sources and options for integrated staff, scheduling needs, and a survey to
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evaluate the I.I. program at the elementary building level. The manual will
also address a method of evaluating student performance.
B. Introduction
The field of special education continues to demonstrate growth related
to service delivery models. According to the Education of the Handicapped
Act Amendments of 1990, Public Law 101-476, section 624, the federal
government will fund statewide projects that address the needs of children
with severe disabilities in integrated settings.

"Statewide projects are

authorized to improve the quality of special education and related services
and to change the delivery of those services from segregated to integrated
environments"

(National

Association

of

State

Directors

of

Special

Education, Inc., 1991, February, p. 11).
ThJs Integrated Instruction Procedural Manual utilizes the regular
classroom as the integrated setting. Within this setting, regular educators,
special educators, Chapter I staff and assistants collaborate to meet the
needs of special education and Chapter I students (Stainback &: ·stainback,
1987a). Since I.I. utilizes the regular classroom as the appropriate setting to
educate students with disabilities, Stainback and Stainback (1987a) state
that this setting can be modified to meet diverse needs, with regular and
special educators complementing each other's skills.
C. Rationale
The intent of I.I. is to reduce the fragmentation of special education
programs for SLD and SBD students. This fragmentation is caused primarily
by special education programs that rely on the traditional "pull-out" model
of instruction. The benefit of I.I. allows mildly handicapped SLD and SBD
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students to progress within a heterogeneous group in the regular classroom
where special education services are delivered. Many benefits are derived
from providing coordinated special education services within the regular
classroom. The coordination between regular and special education includes
these three factors:

time, materials and methodology. The advantages of

integration include these positive attributes: enhanced self-concept of the
special education student, increased time-on-task, improved support and
relations among colleagues, less racial or economic segregation, improved
parent and school relationships, and most importantly, increased academic
skills (Matthew Westby, Tacoma Public Schools psychologist, personal
communication, May 7, 1990).
D, Statement of Phrlosophy

Th,e professional literature appears to indicate a trend of some efforts
to integrate mildly handicapped special education students into the regular
classroom (Stainback & Stainback, 1987a; Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987).
As educators strive to make the regular classroom a more successful setting
for mildly handicapped students, regular and special education teachers need
to coordinate their methodology and materials to meet the needs of the
special learner.

In this respect, mildly handicapped students may feel

success within the regular classroom and regular education teachers may
feel less frustration.

Now, more than ever, educators need to break down

the walls that segregate our disciplines and unite those disciplines to teach
"our" students.
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E. Preparation of Staff Members

Prior to the implementation of I.I. at the building level, a year must be
spent for planning and preparation. The proposal of an integrated model will
originate out of building level need.

The need to change to an integrated

model may evolve from concerns about the "pull-out" model, lack of space
for a "pull-out" model, or a desire to try a different aproach to serving this
population of students.
For

ease

of

interpretation,

a

flow

chart

of

the

process

of

implementing I.I. at the elementary school level is provided in Figure 1, on
the following page.

During the planning stage, the proposal of integrated

instruction, originated by staff, must be approved at the district level to
ensure their support.

The proposal may be brought to the district level for

approva\ by the building administrator or an I.I. committee. Approval needs
to be granted from the Special Education and Chapter 1 departments.
Communication with the departments of Physical Education, Music and
Library are needed if buildings choose to cross-fund with these positions.
Once approval has been granted, the building administrator(s) or an I.I.
committee needs to present the rationale and philosophy to the building
staff.

This is the critical point in the evolution of the program, since

integration needs to be a belief of the whole staff in order for it to succeed.
At this point, the building administrator(s) need(s) to leave the option of
transfer open to staff whose philosophy does not include integration.

This

should be considered a positive aspect so professionals can continue to grow
in educational programs they find beneficial to students.
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Figure 1. Process of implementing integrated instruction
at the elementary school level.
FIRST YEAR PREPARATION:

Building Level Need

Present Proposal at
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Propose I.I. Program and
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________
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/

/

Develop
Cross-funded
Positions

Continuous
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1
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3.5

Throughout the year of preparation, arrangements should be made for
site visitations of existing I.I. programs. In conjunction with site visitations,
inservice opportunities should be made available in the following suggested
areas: (a} the operation of integrated instruction; (b} planning an integrated
curriculum; (c} cooperative learning; (d} learning styles; (e) cooperative
methods of team teaching; (f) peer coaching; (g} classroom management; and
(h} enhancing communication between the regular educator and support
teacher.

These

inservice

established I.I. programs.

opportunities

should

continue

throughout

It is important to note that each individual

building may develop other inservice opportunities according to their needs.
Prior to the year of starting an I.I. program, a building-wide schedule
must be developed. This schedule is explained with an example provided in
section~' "Scheduling" (p. 37).
Hopefully, through the process of implementing I.I., the regular
educator has further developed a "shared" responsibility of educating "our"
students.

Some considerations of opening the regular classroom to the I.I.

teachers include the following: (a) providing a space for the integrated staff
to teach with required materials (e.g., table, chairs, shelves, drawers);
(b) accepting different teaching styles; (c) consistently staying with the
master schedule; and (d) realizing every adult in the room is a professional,
and not to be utilized as, or given the impression of being, a classroom
assistant.
It should be noted that the above list of considerations is not

exaggerated.

Staff in each individual building will encounter their own

considerations which will require attention.

Again, it is important to keep
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in mind that integration is an ongoing process, and that monitoring and
adjustments are a reality of this program.
F. Funding Options and Sources
Initially, the development of I.I. will demand greater funds than
established, existing programs.

Initial funds are needed for inservice and

extra time is needed to develop a building-wide schedule and a possible
needs assessment.

Subsequently, the long-term benefits could save school

districts money.
Since integrated staff are in the regular classroom, their professional
resources can be utilized toward remediation instead of possible special
education referral and assessment.

The process of assessing a student for

special education could cost districts thousands of dollars.

Secondly, the

in-class, model of instruction requires less physical space; therefore, funds
are not needed to maintain other classrooms used for "pull-out" models.
Probably

the

largest

money-saving factor

is

the construct of early

intervention. The earlier educators initiate services to young students, the
less likely the students will require ongoing remediation throughout their
educational experiences.
Given this information, building administrator(s) play(s) a key role in
the acquisition of funds for I.I.
positions.

This model of I.I. utilizes cross-funded

The rationale for this is:

(a) it is easier to develop a building-

wide schedule when placing integrated personnel in classes; (b) it allows
several staff members to expand their involvement beyond job descriptions
of single-source funding; (c) more positions are developed; (d) there ls better
time management of staff; and (e) there are stronger feelings of ownership
for the I.I. program when staff are at one building full-time.

)
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Special Education and Chapter I are the largest sources of funding for
this particular model of I. I. This program is centered around the integration
of these two populations; therefore, appropriate funds must be allocated
from these sources.
Grants may also play a contributing part to funding.

The monies

acquired from grants can be used for needed inservlce and personnel
positions. It is important to note that grant stipulations must be followed.
Since funds fluctuate each year at the local, state and federal levels,
the administrator(s) may need to seek monies constantly to fund this
program.

For this reason, the administrator(s) must remain strong

advocates of I.I.
G. Scheduling
Im,Plementation of I.I. requires the development of a building-wide

)

schedule.

I.I. is impossible without this schedule.

Also note that the

establishment of this schedule prior to the beginning of school benefits
students. They are able to receive immediate services instead of having to
wait.
The following is a list of basic scheduling steps which should be
considered when developing a building-wide schedule:
1.

Block out all recess and lunch times throughout the school day,

2.

Develop one-hour instructional time blocks for reading and
math, kindergarten through fifth grade.

Each grade level is

given the same block of time. These times blocks are "sacred,"
meaning that they are only to be used for reading and math
instruction.

Each given hour is broken into two 30-minute
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segments, depending on the teachers' schedules. If they instruct
the first 30 minutes, the regular education teacher needs to
begin his/her instruction prior to the integrated staff entering
the room.

The rationale is that the regular educator can

introduce skills/concepts and the integrated staff can continue
teaching their small groups the same skills/concepts within a
small group which may be modified to meet the students' needs.
3.

Determine the time required by the school district for support
staff (i.e., music, physical education and library).

Schedule

music, physical education and library for each class.
4.

Chapter I coordinator and Special Education teacher(s) need to
make a chart to specify Special Education and Chapter I count
for each class. The rationale for this is to enable the integrated
staff to place themselves in the classes with the greatest need.

5.

Begin placing integrated staff into reading and math time slots.
If special education students are in a room that is not Integrated

with a certified special education teacher, those students will
need to go to the regular class where the certified special
education teacher is during that given reading and/or math time
for that grade level.

Since each grade level is on the same

schedule, a student being sent to another class will not miss any
other subject in his/her regular classroom.
6.

Any staff that is not already included in the master schedule
must now place themselves into regular classrooms where needed
(Chapter I teachers and assistants).
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For further clarification, refer to the building-wide master schedule
provided in Figure 2, on the following page.

This schedule is based on a

school day of 9:10 a.m. to 3:10 p.m.
H. Integrated Instruction Survey
After the I.I. program has been implemented and in use for a time, it
is essential that the program be evaluated. This evaluation should be done
to determine program effectiveness, as well as to aid in planning for any
modifications that may be needed to improve the program.
regarding the I.I. program is vital to an accurate evaluation.

Staff input
This input

from staff can be obtained through the use of a survey instrument similar to
the example provided in Figure 3 (page 41).

Figure 2.
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Figure 3. Sample Survey Letter for Acquiring Staff Input Regarding I.I.
Dear Staff Member,
Your input is needed in evaluating our integrated instruction program.
Please give each question some thought and circle the appropriate number
to indicate your response, based on the following rating scale:

5 - Highly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree
1.

Should we continue our efforts with Special Education working in the
classroom with the same or similar materials?
.5

2.

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

Should we continue our efforts with Chapter I working in the
classroom with the same or similar materials?
.5

6.

I

Should we continue our efforts in cross-funding positions such as
Physical Education-Chapter I, Music-Chapter 1, Library-Chapter 1?
.5

5.

2

Should we continue our efforts of using a pre-referral team?
.5

4.

3

Should we develop more inservice opportunities in regard to integrated
instruction?
.5

3.

4

4

3

2

1

Should we continue to cross-fund Special Education and Chapter 1?
.5

Comments:

4

3

2

1
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I. Methods of Assessment for Measuring Student Outcome
The I. I. model utilizes the regular curriculum as the foundation to
teaching mildly handicapped SLD and SBD students.

One method of

measuring student performance is Curriculum Based Assessment. With this
approach, student performance is measured by an assessment tool which
correlates with the curriculum.
A more recent assessment tool for measuring student performance is
the Portfolio approach. This method utilizes assessment as an integral part
of instruction.

The Portfolio approach focuses on learning and assessment

as an ongoing developmental process.

It assesses the process of learning

over time, in a collaborative manner, with teachers and students engaged in
a multifaceted evaluation process (Valencia, 1990, January).
As,s essment tools required by school districts must be administered to
students unless otherwise specified.

These tests may include standardized

tests (e.g., Metropolitan Achievement Test, California Test of Basic Skills)
or district-developed testing tools to measure student performance at
particular grade levels.

)

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 197.5, Public Law
94-242, mandates that all handicapped children be educated in the least
restrictive environment (LRE) to the maximum extent appropriate.

Since

this enactment, multiple special education models have evolved. The most
common special education placement for students qualified as SLD or SBD is
the Learning Resource Center, or "pull-out" model. This model focuses on
students, leaving the regular classroom for a portion of their school day and
receiving services in another classroom specifically designed to deliver
small group or individualized instruction.

This model is not the only

approach to ensuring the component of LRE for some mildly handicapped
SLD or SBD students.
A more recent approach to educating mild SLD or SBD students is the
Integrated Instruction (I.I.) model. This model focuses on servicing special
education students in the regular classroom. Therefore, the purpose was to
develop an I. I. Procedural Manual at the elementary school level.

This

manual capitalizes on instructional efforts between regular and special
education teachers in the regular classroom.
To ensure the successful completion of the I.I. Procedural Manual,
multiple procedures were used.

)

An accumulation and review of the
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literature and related subtopics was completed. An interview process was
conducted with John Pearson, former Director of Special Education for
Tacoma Public Schools, and with Matthew Westby, elementary school
psychologist for Tacoma Public Schools. To assist in the development of the
I.I. Procedural Manual, two special education teachers, three regular
education teachers, one principal and one psychologist were consulted. The
final

strand

of

information

was

acquired

through

the

researcher

participating in the implementation of an I.I. program at the elementary
school level.
As a result, the I. L Procedural Manual was developed.

This manual

serves as a single reference tool for schools which choose to develop a
collaborative program. The collaboration would occur between regular and
special ,education, with the inclusion of Chapter I reading and math

}

programs.
Conclusions
There appears to be a trend in the professional literature toward
integration (Lipsky &. Gartner, 1987; Stainback &. Stainback, 1987a, 1987b;
Will, 1986; Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987).

Within the construct of

integration lies the Regular Education Initiative (REO.

The REI has

rekindled the controversy of appropriate service delivery models for special
education students.

It is evident by the professional literature that the

construct of REI is debatable.

The opponents of the REI (McKinney &.

Hocutt, 1988; Kaufmann, Gerber &. Semmel, 1988; Keogh, 1988) agree with
the general goals of unification, but are concerned about the exact
implications of the REI. Major emphasis needs to be placed on what the REI

)
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entails, the population it addresses, the regular education responsibilities
and where special education fits into this gamut.

Further analysis of the

REI is needed to ensure a positive unification of regular and special
education and its multiple dimensions (Jenkins, Pious & Jewell, 1990).
Possible difficulties within the REI may be predictable.

Reynolds

(1988) puts into perspective that our current system of special education is
not without problems.

These problems are as controversial as those

encompassed within the REL Regardless, the REI is an attempt at opening
the eyes of professionals to a collaborative system of special and regular
education.
The main intent of integrated instruction is to provide an alternative
approach

to

educating

mildly

handicapped

students.

This approach

capitali~es on collaborative teaching efforts of the regular and special
educators within the regular classroom setting.
should

be

utilized

as

the

appropriate

setting

The regular classroom
for

educating mildly

handicapped students if it is determined appropriate (Byrnes, 1990).
resource

room

or other

more

The

restrictive options should also remain

available. The key is to keep the flexibility of options obtainable to mildly
handicapped students (Byrnes, 1990).
The field of special education has encouraged active participation by
parents, teachers and specialists.

In order for positive collaboration to

occur, these participants play a critical role. They must view the change to
Integration in a positive manner so transition will occur in a positive way for
students (Byrnes, 1990).
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Individual efforts of integration should be encouraged at the building
level, but with local, state and federal assistance.
shared

responsibility.

Byrnes

(1990)

sums

Integration must be a

up

integration

and

the

collaboration of educational personnel by stating, "the special education
movement has taught us to respect diversity.

That respect should be

broadened, not limited" (p. 349).
Recommendations
Following is a list of recommendations which the author believes will
be helpful to those who are considering implementing an LI. program at the
elementary school level.
1.

It is strongly recommended that the Integrated Instruction
Procedural Manual be utilized as one tool for implementing LI.
at the elementary school level.

)

This approach utilizes the

regular classroom as the least restrictive environment for
educating mildly handicapped SLD and SBD students. Within this
setting, regular and special educators collaborate to meet the
needs of this population.
2.

It Is also recommended that cooperative learning, peer and
cross-age

tutoring

and

pre-referral

teams

conjunction with integrated instruction.

be · utilized

in

These approaches

accommodate diversity within the regular classroom setting and
hold promising advantages to integrated instruction.
3.

Since there is no single model to meet the needs of all special
education students, multiple models should remain available.
The Learning Resource Center, or "pull-out" model, should also

.!
47
remain an option for mildly handicapped students who cannot
function in an integrated setting.
4.

The final recommendation addresses the merger of regular and
special

education

education.

programs

In order

for

within

institutions

of

integration to be accepted and

understood, future teacher candidates need to be prepared.

)

higher

I
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